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PREFACE 

This  study,  measuring  the  impact  of  the  introduction  of  an  improved 
instant  nonfat  dry  milk  on  consumer  purchases  of  fresh,  evaporated,  and  filled 
milk,  is  part  of  a  broad  program  of  marketing  research  to  help  expand  domestic 
markets  for  farm  products.  The  findings  should  be  helpful  to  producers  and 
processors  of  dairy  products  in  making  basic  production  and  marketing  decisions 
concerning  the  items  covered.  Furthermore,  the  information  can  be  used  by 
trade  groups  engaged  in  promotional  activities  in  planning  or  redirecting 
merchandising  programs  to  make  them  more  effective. 

The  report  is  based  on  consumer  purchase  patterns  only.  How  or  why  a 
particular  item  or  items  were  used  in  the  home  was  not  determined.  The 
conclusions  presented  are  believed  to  have  wide  application  although  the 
study  was  limited  to  one  large  metropolitan  area. 

The  family  purchase  data  on  which  the  analysis  was  based  were  obtained 
under  contract  from  the  records  of  the  Family  Survey  Bureau  of  the  Chicago 
Tribune.  Appreciation  is  expressed  to  Mr.  E.  A.  Luby,  Director,  for  his 
assistance  and  cooperation. 

The  study  was  conducted  in  the  Market  Development  Branch,  Marketing 
Research  Division,  AMS,  under  the  general  direction  of  George  H.  Goldsborough . 
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EFFECT  OF  CONSUMER  PURCHASES  OF  NONFAT  DRY  MILK  ON 
PURCHASES  OF  FRESH,  EVAPORATED,  AND  FILLED  MILK 

By  Michael  G.  Van  Dress  and  Mardy  Myers  1/ 
Market  Development  Branch 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service 


SUMMARY 

In  the  past  10  years  there  has  been  a  sharp  upturn  nationally  in  home  use 
of  nonfat  dry  milk,  while  total  use  of  fresh  milk  has  been  relatively  stable 
and  consumption  of  evaporated  milk  has  fallen  off  markedly. 

The  patterns  of  milk  purchases  of  ^77  families  in  the  Chicago  metropolitan 
area  were  studied  over  a  3-year  period.  Milk  purchases  of  families  who  used 
nonfat  dry  milk  were  compared  with  those  of  families  who  did  not  use  it.  The 
analyses  showed  that  families  who  purchased  nonfat  dry  milk  increased  their 
total  milk-  product  purchases  more  than  families  who  did  not  use  it.  The  study 
also  indicated  that  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk  resulted  in  increased  total 
milk  consumption  with  little  effect  on  purchases  of  fresh  milk.  There  was 
practically  no  substitution  between  nonfat  dry  milk  and  evaporated  and  filled 
milk  in  the  home. 

Data  on  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk,  fresh  fluid  milk,  evaporated  milk, 
and  filled  milk  (see  Description  of  Products)  were  also  analyzed  to  ascertain 
relationships  between  consumption  patterns  and  family  characteristics  such  as 
income,  race,  and  size  of  family. 

As  income  increased,  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk,  evaporated  milk,  and 
filled  milk  tended  to  decline.  For  fresh  milk,  purchase  rates  for  middle - 
and  high-income  families  were  about  equal  and  were  well  above  those  for  low- 
income  families. 

Little  difference  was  found  between  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk  by  white 
and  nonwhite  families.  However,  purchases  of  fresh  milk  were  much  higher 
among  white  than  nonwhite  families;  the  reverse  was  true  for  evaporated  and 
filled  milk. 

Per  person  consumption  of  fresh  milk  for  all  panel  families  was  relatively 
constant  during  the  six  consecutive  6 -month  periods  analyzed  from  July  195^ 
through  June  1957.  The  trend  of  evaporated  milk  purchases  was  upward  from  the 
second  through  the  fifth  periods,  then  decreased  sharply  in  the  sixth  period 
to  a  level  about  one-fifth  below  the  3-year  average.  Nonfat  dry  milk  consump- 
tion trended  upward.  The  level  of  filled  milk  consumption  was  practically 
constant  during  the  3  years  covered  by  the  study. 


1/  Marketing  specialist  and  agricultural  economist,  respectively. 
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Practically  all  of  the  k-TT   families  comprising  the  sample  purchased 
fresh  milk  during  each  period.  Almost  one  in  six  families  made  one  or  more 
purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk  in  each  period,  and  about  one  in  two  families 
purchased  evaporated  milk.  Filled  milk  was  purchased  in  each  period  by 
nearly  one  in  three  families. 


BACKGROUND 

Since  nonfat  dry  milk  could  be  used  as  a  low  fat  substitute  for  other 
dairy  products,  such  as  fresh  and  evaporated  milk,  much  conjecture  has  arisen 
on  the  amount  of  substitution  taking  place  between  these  products  in  the  home. 
This  study  was  undertaken  to  provide  dairy  producers  and  others  in  the  trade 
with  information  concerning  the  degree  to  which  the  improved  instant  nonfat 
dry  milk  is  being  used  as  a  substitute  or  supplement  for  other  dairy  products. 

Producers  receive  the  highest  unit  returns  for  milk  consumed  in  fluid 
form.  Evaporated  milk  and  nonfat  dry  milk  are  manufactured  dairy  products. 
However,  milk  manufactured  into  evaporated  milk  yields  a  higher  unit  return 
to  producers  than  when  made  into  nonfat  dry  milk.  But  returns  to  producers 
selling  milk  to  butter-powder  plants  differ  only  slightly  from  returns  to 
producers  selling  milk  to  evaporators  in  a  given  area.  Because  of  these  facts, 
the  dairy  industry  is  vitally  concerned  with  consumption  trends.  The  analysis 
included  filled  milk,  since  this  product  is  sold  in  Illinois  although  not 
available  in  most  other  States. 

The  household  market  for  nonfat  dry  milk  in  the  United  States  increased 
from  about  2  million  pounds  in  19W  to  155  million  pounds  in  1957.  The 
increase  was  especially  notable  following  the  introduction  of  a  new  "instant" 
nonfat  dry  milk  product  in  the  second  half  of  195**- •  Sales  of  nonfat  dry  milk 
for  home  use  increased  from  approximately  $6   million  pounds  in  1953  to 
1^2  million  pounds  in  195^>  an  increase  of  ^5  percent.  In  the  1955-57  period, 
sales  of  nonfat  dry  milk  in  consumer  size  packages  continued  to  move  upward, 
but  at  a  slower  pace. 

It  is  estimated  that  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  domestic 
nongovernment  supply  of  nonfat  dry  milk  was  marketed  for  home  consumption 
in  1914-8.  This  increased  to  close  to  20  percent  in  1956-57 .  2/ 

During  19^8- 57 >   civilian  fresh  whole  milk  consumption  in  all  channels, 
as  estimated  by  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  increased  from  295  pounds 
to  30^  pounds  per  person,  a  gain  of  3  percent,  and  evaporated  milk  consumption 
declined  from  18A  pounds  in  19^8  to  13.1  pounds  in  1957,  a  loss  of  29  percent. 
Per  person  consumption  of  nonfat  dry  milk  in  all  outlets,  including  institu- 
tional and  food  manufacturing  as  well  as  household  uses,  increased  from 
3.3  pounds  in  19^8  to  about  5*5  pounds  in  1956-57 . 


2/  Data  in  this  and  the  preceding  paragraph  are  from  the  "1957  Census 
of  Dry  Milk  Distribution  and  Production  Trends,  "  The  American  Dry  Milk 
Institute,  Chicago,  111. 
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SOURCE  AND  DESCRIPTION  OF  DATA 

The  primary  data  consisted  of  individual  family  purchases  of  fresh, 
nonfat  dry,  evaporated,  and  filled  milk  reported  to  the  Family  Survey  Bureau 
of  the  Chicago  Tribune  by  kJJ   consumer  panel  families  who  maintained  active 
participation  in  the  panel  continuously  during  July  1,  19514-June  30,  1957.  3/ 
The  use  of  an  identical  sample  rather  than  all  reporting  families  in  the  panel 
insured  an  analytical  base  from  which  to  evaluate  changes  in  purchase  patterns 
for  the  selected  products.  Cumulative  totals  of  purchases  were  derived  for 
each  of  the  6 -month  periods. 

Each  purchase  was  related  to  characteristics  of  individual  families,  such 
as  income,  race,  and  number  of  persons  in  households.  Information  given  for 
each  purchase  included  (1)  year,  month,  and  day  of  purchase;  (2)  number  of 
units  of  each  product;  (3)  size  of  container  (fluid  quarts,  fluid  ounces,  and 
dry  ounces  where  applicable);  (k)   expenditure  for  each  purchase;  and  (5)  place 
of  purchase  (home  delivery,  corporate  chain,  independent  grocer,  and  so  forth). 

DESCRIPTION  OF  PRODUCTS 
For  purposes  of  this  study,  the  test  products  are  described  as  follows : 

Fresh  milk  includes  purchases  of  fluid  whole  milk,  regular  and  homogenized 
(this  category  also  includes  a  small  quantity  of  fresh  skim  milk). 

Nonfat  dry  milk  is  a  dry  product  containing  not  more  than  1.5  percent 
milk  fat  and  not  more  than  5  percent  moisture. 

Evaporated  milk  is  a  canned  concentrated  fluid  product  containing  not 
less  than  7*9  percent  milk  fat  and  not  less  than  25.9  percent  total  milk 
solids . 

Filled  milk  is  a  canned  concentrated  fluid  product  containing  a  fat  base 
other  than  milk  fat. 

PURCHASING  TRENDS  OF  ALL  SAMPLE  FAMILIES  kj 

Total  Consumer  Expenditures  for  Milk  and  Milk  Products 

Of  the  total  retail  expenditures  by  all  survey  families  for  the  products 
studied  (fresh,  nonfat  dry,  evaporated,  and  filled  milk),  fresh  milk  accounted 

3/  See  "Attributes  of  the  Sample, "  for  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  the 
panel.  More  than  90  percent  of  the  sample  observations  were  family  units  as 
defined  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census,  and  less  than  1  in  10  were  1-person  house- 
holds which  accounted  for  approximately  5  percent  of  the  total  volume  purchased. 
The  influence  of  1-person  households  was  limited  in  those  instances  where  pur- 
chases were  referred  to  on  a  per  person  basis;  however,  family  purchases  may 
tend  to  be  slightly  understated.  For  purposes  of  this  report,  the  terms 
"household" and  "family"  are  used  synonomously. 

kj   Throughout  this  section,  unless  otherwise  specifically  mentioned,  per 
family  and  per  person  purchases  refer  to  the  average  size  purchase  per  6-month 
period  made  by  all  families  in  the  sample,  irrespective  of  their  frequency  of 
purchase  of  the  product  under  discussion. 
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for  an  average  of  over  95  cents  out  of  every  sales  dollar.  Variation  in  the 
price  of  test  products  had  little  relative  effect  on  the  percentage  of  each 
sales  dollar  ascribed  to  fresh  milk.  The  3-year  average  price  of  fresh  milk 
did  not  vary  by  more  than  one-half  cent  per  quart  from  the  average  price  per 
quart  for  any  of  the  six  6-month  periods;  the  price  paid  per  quart  (reconsti- 
tuted basis)  for  nonfat  dry  milk  per  period  did  not  differ  from  the  3-year 
average  price  by  more  than  0.3  cent.  The  range  in  average  prices  paid  by 
householders  for  evaporated  and  filled  milk  was  less  than  half  a  cent  per 
reconstituted  quart  (table  1). 


Table  1. — Prices  paid  per  fluid  quart  equivalent  for  selected  items  by 
consumer  panel  families,  Chicago 


Period 

:Fresh  milk 

: Nonfat  dry 
milk 

'  Evaporated 
milk 

:Filled  milk 

:       Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

I — July-December  195^ 

20.0 

7-7 

6.5 

5.0 

II — January-June  1955 : 

20.0 

8.0 

6.5 

5.0 

II I --July-December  1955 

20.0 

7.* 

6.5 

5.0 

IV — January- June  1956 : 

20.5 

7^ 

7.2 

5.0 

V-- July-December  1956 

20.8 

7-7 

7.2 

*.7 

VI — January- June  1957 : 

20.5 

7.* 

7-2 

5.0 

Unweighted  average : 

20.3 

7-7 

6.8 

5.0 

The  average  6 -month  expenditure  per  family  for  all  sample  families  during 
July  195^-June  1957  for  the  four  types  of  milk  was:  Fresh  milk,  $^3.9^; 
nonfat  dry  milk,  $0.32;  evaporated  milk,  $1.08;  and  filled  milk,  $0.38. 
Average  expenditures  by  families  reporting  purchases  of  the  test  products 
were,  of  course,  higher  than  for  all  families,  particularly  for  the  processed 
items  (table  2). 


Purchases  of  Milk  and  Milk  Products  by  Family  Characteristics 

By  Family  Income 

As  family  income  increased,  nonfat  dry,  evaporated,  and  filled  milk  per 
person  purchases  trended  downward.  Fresh  milk  purchases  per  person  were 
about  the  same  for  high-  and  middle -income  families,  but  were  well  above  the 
level  reported  by  low-income  families  (table  10). 


-  8  - 


Table  2.— Average  expenditures  per  family  per  6-month  period  for  selected 
items  by  consumer  panel  households,  Chicago,  July  195^-June  1957 


It6m 

Actual 

expenditures 

Proportion  of 

expenditures 

All  families 

:    Buying 
:  families  1/ 

[  All  families 

:    Buying 
:  families  l/ 

Dollars 

Dollars 

Percent 

Percent 

^3-9^ 

kh.ko 

96.1 

89A 

Nonfat  dry  milk. 

.32 

l.fk 

•7 

3.5 

Evaporated  milk. 

1.08 

2.32 

2.k 

k.7 

.38 

1.21 

.8 

2,k 

^5.72 

49.67 

100.0 

100.0 

l/   "Buying  families"  are  those  that  reported  one  or  more  purchases  of 
the  individually  specified  products  one  or  more  times  during  the  six  periods 


By  Race 

Per  person  purchases  of  fresh  milk  by  white  households  were  about  double 
those  for  nonwhite  households.  However,  nonwhite  families  bought  about  three 
times  as  much  evaporated  milk  and  twice  as  much  filled  milk  per  person  as 
white  households.  There  were  only  minor  differences  in  per  person  purchase 
rates  for  nonfat  dry  milk  between  white  and  nonwhite  families  over  the  3-year 
period  (fig.  2). 


By  Size  of  Family 

Large  families  tended  to  buy  more  fresh  milk  per  person  than  small 
families.  This  was  the  opposite  of  the  purchase  pattern  for  nonfat  dry  milk 
and  filled  milk  where  1-  and  2-person  families  were  the  highest  per  person 
users.  For  evaporated  milk,  the  small  families,  1  and  2  persons,  and  the 
very  large  households,  6  or  more  persons,  were  the  greatest  users. 


By  Miscellaneous  Characteristics 

The  presence  of  preschool  age  children  in  the  household  was  associated 
with  high  per  person  purchases  of  fresh  and  evaporated  milk.  Families  with 
children  6-12  years  of  age  also  were  large  users  of  fresh  milk,  but  their 
use  of  evaporated  milk  was  much  lower  than  that  of  families  with  preschool  age 
children.  A  high  level  of  filled  milk  purchases  per  person  was  associated 
with  households  having  no  children,  while  large  users  of  nonfat  dry  milk  were 
generally  families  with  small  children  or  none. 
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Suburban  families  tended  to  buy  slightly  more  fresh  milk  per  person  than 
city  families.  For  evaporated  and  filled  milk,  city  dwellers  reported  much 
higher  per  person  purchases  than  householders  in  the  suburbs.  Differences  in 
per  person  use  of  nonfat  dry  milk  between  city  and  suburban  locations  varied 
among  6-month  periods  and  no  pattern  could  be  established. 

PURCHASING  TRENDS  OF  FAMILIES  USING  NONFAT  DRY  MILK  5/ 

All  Families  Using 

Two-hundred  and  twenty  families,  or  46  percent  of  those  studied,  purchased 
nonfat  dry  milk  in  one  or  more  of  the  6 -month  periods  during  the  3 -years. 
Twenty-two  households  made  nonfat  dry  milk  purchases  at  least  once  in  each  of 
the  six  periods. 

Eighty-four  of  the  sample  families,  or  18  percent,  used  nonfat  dry  milk 
in  the  first  period  (July-December  195*0 .  The  addition  of  new  users  of  nonfat 
dry  milk  trended  downward  over  the  3-year  period,  and  only  nine  families,  or 
3  percent  of  potential  new  users,  bought  the  product  in  the  last  period, 
January- June  1957  (table  3). 

Consumption  of  nonfat  dry  milk  per  person  by  all  families  using  it 
increased  from  16.7  ounces  in  the  first  period  to  28.2  ounces  in  the  last 
period.  The  upward  trend  was  noted  except  for  a  slight  decrease  in  the  fourth 
period  (table  4) .  Fresh  milk  purchases  per  person  by  all  families  using  non- 
fat dry  milk  were  approximately  the  same  during  the  six  periods  with  a  slight 
decrease  in  the  fifth  period  (July-December  1956),  while  evaporated  and  filled 
milk  purchase  trends  by  all  families  using  nonfat  dry  milk  were  generally 
upward . 

Purchase  rates  for  fresh  milk  were  not  much  different  for  all  families 
using  nonfat  dry  milk  compared  with  those  families  not  using  nonfat  dry  milk. 
However,  all  families  buying  nonfat  dry  milk  reported  50  percent  higher 
purchases  of  evaporated  milk  and  almost  65  percent  higher  purchases  of  filled 
milk  than  those  families  not  buying  nonfat  dry  milk.  Details  on  purchase 
rates  by  using  and  nonusing  families  are  shown  in  table  10. 

Families  Using  Nonfat  Dry  Milk  Frequently  6 / 

The  amount  purchased  by  the  22  families  using  nonfat  dry  milk  in  each 
6 -month  period  was  separated  from  purchases  made  by  other  nonfat  dry  milk 
users.  It  was  found  that  this  group,  which  represented  10  percent  of  the 


5/  Per  person  and  family  purchases  of  the  test  products  as  shown  in  this 
part  of  the  report  differ  from  those  in  the  preceding  section  in  that  they 
refer  to  average  purchases  only  of  those  families  who  used  nonfat  dry  milk 
during  indicated  time  periods. 

6/  Unless  otherwise  noted,  purchases  in  this  phase  of  the  report  refer 
to  average  purchases  made  by  22  families  who  bought  nonfat  dry  milk  at  least 
once  during  each  6 -month  period. 
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total  number  of  households  using  nonfat  dry  milk,  accounted  for  over  50  percent 
of  the  total  volume  of  nonfat  dry  milk  purchased.  Per  person  consumption  of 
these  22  families  increased  from  29.8  ounces  in  July- December  1954  to  1*3.8 
ounces  in  January-June  1957>  with  an  average  increase  of  about  1*5  percent  for 
the  last  five  6-month  periods  over  the  first  period.  This  compares  with  an 
increase  of  28  percent  for  all  nonfat  dry  milk  users  (table  k) . 

No  analysis  by  family  characteristics  was  made  because  of  the  small  number 
of  observations  in  any  one  group. 

Table  k. — Per  person  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk  by  using  families,  Chicago 


Period 


I— July- December  195^.. 
II --January- June  1955 •• 
III--July-December  1955 
IV — January- June  1956.. 
V — July-December  1956.. 
VI — January- June  1957 • • • 
Average  periods  I I -VI 


Actual  purchases 


All  using 
families 


22  frequently 
using 

;  families  2/ 


Index  of  purchases  l/ 


All  using 
families 


22  frequently 

using 

families  2/ 


Ounces 

16.7 
17.6 

19.5 
19.0 
22.8 
28.2 


Ounces 
29.8 
38.7 
37.8 
52.2 
1*2.9 
1*3-8 


Index 
100 
106 

117 
114 

136 
169 
128 


Index 

100 

130 

127 

175 

Ikk 

145 


1/  July-December  1954  =  100. 

2/  Families  buying  one  or  more  times  in  each  6-month  period. 

PURCHASING  TRENDS  OF  FAMILIES  NOT  USING  NONFAT  DRY  MILK  7/ 

Families  who  did  not  buy  nonfat  dry  milk  at  any  time  from  July  1954 
through  June  1957  made  up  approximately  54  percent  of  the  1*77  sample  families. 

Average  consumption  per  person  of  fresh  milk  for  families  not  using  nonfat 
dry  milk  increased  at  a  slow  rate  during  the  periods  analyzed.  Filled  milk 
consumption  decreased  in  such  families,  while  evaporated  milk  purchases  trended 
upward . 

7/  Family  and  per  person  purchases  in  this  section  of  the  report  refer  to 
the  average  purchase  made  by  households  that  did  not  purchase  nonfat  dry  milk 
at  any  time  during  the  3  years  analyzed,  unless  specifically  mentioned. 
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COMPETITIVE  RELATIONSHIPS  BETWEEN  TYPES  OF  MILK 

Several  techniques  were  used  in  analyzing  the  competitive  relationships 
"between  nonfat  dry  milk  and  other  test  products.  These  involved  test  and 
control  families  in  all  cases.  The  test  families  were  families  that  used 
nonfat  dry  milk  and,  in  addition,  used  a  specific  competing  product  "being 
analyzed,  such  as  fresh,  evaporated,  or  filled  milk.  The  control  families 
were  those  who  used  the  same  competing  product  but  did  not  use  nonfat  dry 
milk.  In  addition  to  analyzing  purchase  patterns  for  all  families  using  and 
not  using  nonfat  dry  milk,  the  test  and  control  families  were  compared  with 
respect  to  family  characteristics  in  each  analysis. 

Three  variations  of  the  test  and  control  technique  were  employed  for 
measuring  the  impact  of  nonfat  dry  milk  on  fresh  milk  and  one  method  each  for 
filled  and  evaporated  milk.  The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  nonfat  dry  milk 
consumption  on  fresh  milk  consumption  is  more  detailed  than  for  the  other 
products  because  of  the  importance  of  this  interrelationship  and  because  a 
larger  number  of  families  could  be  employed  in  the  analysis. 

Analyses  of  the  Effect  of  Nonfat  Dry  Milk  Consumption 
on  Fresh  Milk  Consumption 

Analysis  No.  1. — This  compares  the  fresh  milk  consumption  of  a  test  group 
of  20  families  who  used  nonfat  dry  milk  consistently  throughout  the  3-year 
period  with  fresh  milk  purchases  of  a  control  group  of  20  families  who  did  not 
use  nonfat  dry  milk  during  the  same  period  (tables  11  and  12).  Care  was  taken 
to  assure  equal  proportions  of  families  in  the  test  and  control  groups  with 
similar  family  characteristics  such  as  race,  income,  and  size  of  family.  Two 
families  that  used  nonfat  dry  milk  consistently  during  the  3-year  period  were 
not  included  in  this  analysis  because  they  could  not  be  matched  with  families 
of  similar  characteristics  that  did  not  purchase  nonfat  dry  milk. 

Nonfat  dry  milk  could  be  markedly  substitutable  for  fresh  milk  if,  for 
example,  fresh  milk  purchases  of  the  control  group  increased  by  k  percent  and 
purchases  of  the  test  group  decreased  by  a  like  percent,  while  nonfat  dry  milk 
purchases  of  the  test  group  increased  by  approximately  8  percent  on  a  reconsti- 
tuted fluid  basis.  On  the  other  hand,  if  fresh  milk  purchases  of  the  control 
group  (nonusers  of  nonfat  dry  milk)  increased  over  the  base  period  by  an  aver- 
age of  k   percent,  one  could  expect  fresh  milk  purchases  of  the  test  group  (non- 
fat dry  milk  users)  to  increase  similarly  if  nonfat  dry  milk  and  fresh  milk 
were  not  substantially  substitutable,  other  variables  remaining  constant. 

On  substitution  of  actual  data  in  the  above  example,  it  can  be  seen  in 
table  5  that  fresh  milk  consumption  of  the  20  families  not  purchasing  nonfat 
dry  milk  increased  an  average  of  5  percent  from  July-December  195**-  to  January 
1955-June  1957;  fresh  milk  consumption  of  the  20  test  families  using  nonfat 
dry  milk  each  period  increased  about  9  percent.  During  the  same  period,  nonfat 
dry  milk  purchases  of  the  20  families  comprising  the  test  group  increased  45 
percent  (table  5).  From  this  comparison,  it  appears  that  purchases  of  nonfat 
dry  milk  constitute  an  increase  in  total  consumption  of  milk  products  rather 
than  a  supplanting  of  consumption  of  fresh  milk. 
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Table  5« --Total  volume  and  index  of  fresh  milk  purchases  by  20  families 

consistently  using  nonfat  dry  milk  and  20  comparable  families  not  using 
nonfat  dry  milk,  and  index  of  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk,  Chicago 


Period 

Purchases  of  fresh  milk 

by- 

•  Purchases  of 
nonfat  dry 

20  using 

families ' 

20  nonusing 
families 

milk  by  the  20 
-using  families 

Quarts 

Index 

y 

Quarts 

Index 

y 

Index  l/ 

I --July- December  1954.... 

3,791 

100 

4,130 

100 

100 

II — January- June  1955* •••: 

3,859 

102 

4,287 

104 

130 

III— July-December  1955. . ■ 

4,117 

108 

4,473 

108 

127 

IV- -January- June  1956. . . . : 

4,223 

111 

4,562 

110 

175 

V- -July-December  1956.... 

4,274 

113 

4,295 

104 

144 

VI — January- June  19 57. ... < 

4,261 

112 

4,177 

101 

147 

Average  periods  II -VI.; 

_„.«. 

109 

_ — 

105 

145 

1/  July-December  1954  =  100. 


Analysis  No.  2. --All  477  sample  families  were  included  in  this 
comparative  analysis.  The  test  group  was  composed  of  the  220  families  using 
nonfat  dry  milk  (group  X)  while  the  control  group  was  composed  of  the  257 
families  not  using  nonfat  dry  milk  (group  Y) .  The  two  groups  of  families 
were  found  to  be  similar  with  respect  to  main  family  characteristics,  income, 
race,  and  size  of  family  (table  6).  The  racial  makeup  of  the  two  groups  is 
almost  identical,  with  the  proportion  of  white  families  in  group  Y  only  one 
percentage  point  greater  than  in  group  X.  The  nonfat  dry  milk-using  group 
(group  X)  has  a  slightly  larger  proportion  of  middle -income  families  than 
the  nonusing  group  (group  Y)  but  a  lower  proportion  of  high-income  families. 
With  respect  to  family  size,  the  nonusers  of  nonfat  dry  milk  had  a  higher 
percentage  of  2-person  families  and  a  lower  proportion  of  families  with  6  and 
more  persons.  In  all  other  family-size  categories,  the  differences  between 
the  using  and  nonusing  group  do  not  exceed  two  percentage  points. 

Fresh  milk  consumption  of  families  using  nonfat  dry  milk  increased  by 
an  average  of  0.4  percent  per  period  over  the  base  period  (July- December  1954) 
during  the  3  years  analyzed,  while  fresh  milk  consumption  of  families  not 
using  nonfat  dry  milk  increased  by  1.2  percent  per  period  (fig.  3)«  One  might 
expect  that  the  difference  between  the  0.4  percent  increase  in  fresh  milk 
consumption  by  users  and  the  1.2  percent  increase  by  nonusers,  might  be  offset 
by  a  corresponding  additional  increase  of  0.8  percentage  point  in  the  consump- 
tion of  nonfat  dry  milk  (reconstituted  fluid  basis)  during  the  same  period  by 
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users  of  nonfat  dry  milk.  8/  Any  increase  in  nonfat  dry  milk  consumption  among 
using  families  above  the  difference  "between  the  0.4  and  1.2  percent  could 
reasonably  be  considered  a  supplement  to  milk  consumption  and,  consequently, 
an  increase  to  total  milk  equivalent  consumption. 

Actually,  however,  nonfat  dry  milk  purchases  increased  by  an  average  of 
about  28  percent  per  period  over  the  base  period.  This  would  be  equivalent, 
on  a  reconstituted  fluid  milk  basis,  to  an  additional  gain  of  2.5  percent  in 
the  consumption  of  fresh  milk  or  about  10.8  fluid  quarts  per  family  per  year. 
According  to  the  consumption  pattern  of  the  control  families,  only  0.8  percent- 
age point  of  this  2.5  percent  increase  could  have  occurred  in  the  test  group 
if  nonfat  dry  milk  were  not  purchased.  Thus,  it  could  reasonably  be  concluded 
that  7*^  fluid  quarts  per  family  per  year  in  the  form  of  nonfat  dry  milk  repre- 
sented an  added  increment  to  total  milk  consumption. 


INDEX  OF  PURCHASES  OF  SELECTED  DAIRY  PRODUCTS 

BY  FAMILIES  USING  AND  NOT  USING 

NONFAT  DRY  MILK,  CHICAGO,  ILL. 


%  OF  JUL. -DEC.  1954 
160 


140 
120 

100 


Fresh  milk  purchases 

(FAMILY    GROUP   X)* 


Nonfat  dry  milk  purchases 

(FAMILY    GROUP   X)* 


JULY-DEC.  '54 


JAN. -JUNE   '55 


JULY-DEC.   '55 


JAN-JUNE     56 


JULY-DEC.   '56 


JAN-JUNE   '57 


BASED    ON   DATA    FROM  A   PANEL    OF   477    FAMILIES 

*GROUP    X    INCLUDES   220    FAMILIES    WHO   BOUGHT   NONFAT    DRY  MILK    IN    I    OR    MORE    PERIODS.    CROUP    Y   INCLUDES 
257   FAMILIES    WHO    DID   NOT    BUY    NONFAT    DRY    MILK   DURINC  JULY    1954 -JUNE,   1957. 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT    OF    AGRICULTURE 


NEC  7410-59  (7)       AGRICULTURAL    MARKETING    SERVICE 


Figure  3 


8/  This  assumes  that  fluid  milk  consumption  of  users  and  nonusers  of 
nonfat  dry  milk  would  remain  constant  or  move  in  the  same  direction  and  to 
the  same  extent  in  both  cases.  This  assumption  may  not  be  valid  in  every 
respect;  however,  it  is  believed  that  the  family  characteristics  of  the  two 
groups  are  sufficiently  similar  to  yield  meaningful  comparisons. 
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Analysis  No.  3» — ^e  data  were  also  analyzed  using  the  chi-square  test 
to  determine  whether  nonfat  dry  milk  is  substituted  for  fresh  milk  by  nonfat- 
using  families.  9/  Ere  test  and  control  families  were  the  same  as  those  in 
analysis  No.  2  (table  6). 

The  chi-square  test  indicated  that  the  observed  difference  in  fresh  milk 
purchases  of  the  ttfb  groups  was  no  greater  than  would  be  expected  from  chance 
variations  in  sampling.  Hencee  the  conclusion  was  that  the  increased  nonfat 
dry  milk  purchases  of  the  using  group  had  no  substantial  effect  on  fresh  milk 
purchases  made  by  that  group. 

Effect  of  Nonfat  Dry  Milk  on  Purchases  of  Evaporated  Milk 

In  the  analysis  of  the  effect  of  nonfat  dry  milk  purchases  on  family 
purchases  of  evaporated  milk,  the  chi-square  test  of  independence  was  also 
used. 

The  procedure  involved  is  similar  to  analysis  No.  3  for  nonfat  and  fresh 
milk  except  that  there  were  fewer  families  in  the  test  and  control  groups. 
Out  of  kTJ   sample  families,  85  families  purchased  evaporated  milk  at  least 
once  during  each  period.  Thus,  purchases  of  these  85  families  were  used  in 
this  analysis. 

These  families  who  used  evaporated  milk  were  grouped  into  the  k5   families 
who  used  nonfat  dry  milk  (X),  and  the  k-0   families  who  did  not  purchase  nonfat 
dry  milk  (Y)  during  the  3  years  studied.  Income,  race,  and  size  of  family 
characteristics  between  the  two  groups  of  families  were  compared  (table  7)« 
The  characteristics  of  the  families  comprising  the  two  groups  were  generally 
similar  in  nature. 

The  test  indicated  that  purchases  of  evaporated  milk  were  independent  of 
purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk.  Thus  the  fluctuation  in  purchases  of  nonfat  dry 
milk  had  practically  no  effect  on  purchases  of  evaporated  milk  by  group  X. 


Effect  of  Nonfat  Dry  Milk  on  Purchases  of  Filled  Milk 

The  chi-square  test  was  again  used  to  determine  the  relationship  of 
filled  milk  purchases  to  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk  between  families  using 
nonfat  dry  milk  and  families  not  using  nonfat  dry  milk. 

The  method  of  selecting  observations  was  the  same  as  for  evaporated  milk. 
Included  in  the  test  were  6l  families  who  purchased  filled  milk  consistently 
during  the  3-year  period  analyzed.  The  consistent  users  of  filled  milk  were 
divided  into  two  groups,  3^  users  and  27  nonusers  of  nonfat  dry  milk. 

9/  As  used  here,  the  chi-square  test  is  an  examination  of  a  hypothesis 
of  independence.  A  supposition  was  made  that  there  was  no  interaction  between 
nonfat  dry  milk  and  the  other  products  tested,  and  this  is  either  confirmed 
or  rejected  by  using  chi-square  to  measure  goodness  of  fit  between  two  popu- 
lations differing  only  in  one  attribute. 
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Hie  race,  income,  and  family  size  characteristics  of  groups  X  and  Y  are 
shown  in  table  8.  Family  characteristics  of  the  two  groups,  users  and  non- 
users,  were  not  as  closely  related  as  in  the  cases  of  the  fresh  and  evaporated 
milk  analyses.  The  main  variation  was  in  family  size.  There  was  a  smaller 
proportion  of  using  families  in  the  3  or  h  persons  group  than  was  the  case  for 
nonusing  families. 

The  chi-square  test  indicated  that  purchases  of  filled  milk  by  group  X 
were  not  significantly  affected  by  increased  or  decreased  purchases  of  nonfat 
dry  milk  by  that  group;  in  other  words,  purchases  of  filled  milk  were  independ- 
ent of  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk. 

APPENDIX 

Attributes  of  the  Sample 

The  Chicago  Tribune  Consumer  Panel  during  the  period  of  the  analysis 
reported  purchases  of  5?6  families  living  in  the  Chicago  metropolitan  area.  10/ 
Being  a  selected  rather  than  a  random  sample,  statistical  measurements  of 
reliability  of  sample  results  are  not  possible.  Nevertheless,  some  idea  of 
the  representativeness  of  sample  families  can  be  gained  by  comparing  the  char- 
acteristics of  these  families  with  those  of  all  families  in  the  area.  Close 
examination  revealed  only  two  family  characteristic  categories  in  which  the 
panel  might  have  been  more  representative,  income  and  nationality. 

With  respect  to  income,  the  panel  appears  to  be  slightly  overweighted 
with  low- income  households  and  slightly  underweighted  with  high- income  house- 
holds. With  reference  to  nationality,  there  are  some  indications  that  the 
number  of  households  in  which  either  the  male  or  female  head  is  a  foreign-born 
white  may  be  overstated  and  those  with  native  whites  understated.  Exact  com- 
parisons between  the  sample  and  the  universe  were  difficult  because  of  the 
lack  of  reliable  current  population  data  and  differences  in  definitions  between 
the  various  censuses  and  the  terminology  used  for  the  panel  itself.  Officials 
of  the  Family  Survey  Bureau  11/  have  made  periodic  adjustments  to  maintain 
representativeness  in  the  consumer  panel.  The  last  major  adjustment  occurred 
July  1,  1955,  when  the  results  of  a  Chicago  metropolitan  area  sample  were 
compared  with  the  composition  of  the  panel.  12/  The  major  revision  was  in 
the  income  groupings  which  seemed  to  be  the  most  serious  shortcoming  of  the 
panel.  Purchase  data  assembled  prior  to  this  period  were  adjusted  to  make 
them  comparable  with  purchase  data  supplied  by  the  families  comprising  the 
revised  panel. 

To  measure  interactions  between  nonfat  dry  milk  and  the  other  dairy 
products,  the  purchase  patterns  of  k-TJ   identical  families  who  participated 


10/  For  an  intensive  evaluation  of  the  Chicago  Tribune  Panel  see,  "The 
Influence  of  Consumer  Deals"  by  Dr»  Lynn  H.  Stockman,  Northwestern  Ifaiversity 
Library,  Evanston,  111.   (An  unpublished  doctoral  dissertation). 

11/  The  Family  Survey  Bureau  is  the  office  of  the  Chicago  Tribune  that 
operates  the  consumer  panel. 

12/  "Population  Characteristics  of  Metropolitan  Chicago,  1955"  (Chicago 
Tribune  Co.,  1955 )« 
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continuously  in  the  panel  were  observed  in  each  6-month  period  rather  than  all 
families  reporting  to  the  Family  Survey  Bureau  during  the  3-year  period.  The 
use  of  sample  families  continuously  reporting  during  the  survey  period  rather 
than  all  reporting  families  insured  data  over  the  ^,-ye&r  period  which  provided 
a  sound  analytical  base  from  which  to  evaluate  changes  in  purchasing  patterns 
for  the  selected  products. 

Families  in  this  study  report  their  purchases  of  food  and  other  items 
weekly  in  preprinted  diaries.  The  families  reporting  in  this  panel  were 
trained  by  the  field  staff  of  the  Family  Survey  Bureau  and  in  all  cases  their 
diaries  are  closely  observed.  Diaries  from  newly  recruited  families  are  not 
used  until  the  recruits  have  adequately  satisfied  the  requirements  for 
reporting. 

The  Family  Survey  Bureau  of  the  Chicago  Tribune  has  been  in  operation 
since  19^-7 •  Three  controls  were  used  in  selecting  panel  members;  these  were 
race  and  nativity  of  head  of  household,  family  size,  and  family  income.  Each 
of  these  controls  had  three  subcategories,  thus  insuring  that  at  least  27  diff- 
erent types  of  families  were  represented  in  the  panel.  In  addition,  the  panel 
is  controlled  on  a  basis  of  city  and  suburban  families  and  also  by  five 
sections  of  the  metropolitan  area.  Furthermore,  the  proportion  of  nonwhites 
to  whites  in  the  panel  has  been  maintained  in  keeping  with  the  general 
increase  in  the  nonwhite  population  segment  in  the  area. 
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TABLES 


Table  9. — Average  number  of  persons  of  all  families,  families  buying  nonfat  dry 
milk,  and  families  not  buying  nonfat  dry  milk  by  income  groups,  Chicago 


Persons  per  household 

Period  and  income  group 

All  families 

|  Families  using   [ 
' nonfat,   dry  milk    * 

Families 
not  using 

:                                   :  nonfat  dry  milk. 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Under  $4,000: 

2.60 

2.92 

2.55 

2.66 

2.94 

2.58 

III--July-December  1955.* 

2.55 

2.78 

2.50 

2.56 

2.67 

2.54 

2.52 

3.35 

2.38 

VI — January- June  1957 • • • • 

2.49 

2.80 

2.43 

2.56 

2.91 

2.50 

$4,ooo-$6,999: 

3.74 

4.14 

3.64 

3-77 

4.23 

3.62 

III-- July-December  1955 •• 

3.74 

3.80 

3.73 

3-59 

3.98 

3.48 

3-64 

3.62 

3.64 

VI — January- June  1957 

:            3.68 

4.05 

3.60 

3.69 

3-97 

3.62 

$7,000  and  over:                        : 

3.87 

3.59 

3.92 

3.89 

4.43 

3.75 

I II --July-December  1955. . : 

3.78 

3.95 

3.74 

4.01 

3.85 

4.05 

4.01 

3.63 

4.07 

3.92 

3.56 

3.97 

Total ■ 

3.91 

3-84 

3.92 
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Table 


10. — Purchases  of  milk  products  per  family  and  per  person  by  all  families,  families  buying  nonfat  dry  milk,  and 

families  not  buytag  nonfat  dry  milk,  Chicago 


Family  characteristic 
groups  and  periods 


Fresh  milk 


All 
fami- 
lies 


Families  :Faf^e8: 
buying  ••*°tbuy-: 
nonfat  *»■  non-  = 


Nonfat  dry  milk 


All 
fami- 
Ues 


Families 
buying 
nonfat 

dry  milk 


Evaporated  milk 


All 

fami- 
lies 


Families  :Faf^es 
buying  :not  **' 
nonfat  ****   non" 


Filled  milk 


All 
fami- 
lies 


FamlUes:Faf?;ie8 

MSlng  :not  buy" 
^r   ring  non- 
nonfat  •"**  r~ 
:fat  dry 

milk 


dry  milk* 


Quarts   Quarts  Quarts   Ounces  Ounces   Ounces  Ounces   Ounces   Ounces  Ounces   Ounces 


All  families  in  sample 

Per  family: 

I— July-December  195V... 
II — January-June  1955 • . • 
III- -July-December  1955. 
IV— January- June  1956... 
V— July-December  1956... 
VI — January-June  1957- •  • 


213.89 
215.60 
218.75 
220.35 
212.99 
215.60 


216.95 
236.07 
216.15 
225.92 
197.89 
211.83 


213.23 
209.67 
219.36 
218.90 
215.85 
216.33 


10.77 
15.35 
13.10 
14.12 
12.91 
16.39 


61.18 
68.42 
68.84 
68.19 
81.03 
100.26 


107.02 
99.36 
109.32 
130.63 
144.04 
87.90 


123.71 
98.72 
102.60 
224.61 
253.10 
145.05 


103.46 
99-54 
110.90 
106.08 
123.37 
76.73 


55.62 
60.69 
53.30 
53.10 
58.03 
53-92 


65.55 

66.  n 

71.88 

68.93 

104.49 

125.37 


Per  person: 

I«  July-December  1954.. 
II— January- June  1955- • 
III— July-December  1955 
IV — January- June  1956.. 
V— July-December  1956.. 
VI --January-June  1957 •• 


62.52 
62.36 
64.62 
64.86 
62.41 
63.40 


59.17 
60.72 
61.28 
63.00 
55.70 
59.65 


63.29 
62.92 
65.45 
65.38 
63.74 
64.18 


.15 
,44 
.87 
.16 
.78 


4.82 


16.68 
17.60 
19.51 
19.02 
22.81 
28.23 


31.28 
28.74 
32.30 
38.45 
42.20 
25.85 


33.74 
25.39 
29.09 
62.64 
71.24 
40.84 


30.71 
29.87 
33.09 
31.68 
36.43 
22.76 


16.26 
17.56 
15.75 
15.63 
17.00 
15-86 


17.88 
17.00 
20.38 
19.22 
29.4l 
35.30 


53.49 
59-12 
48.94 
48.97 
49.23 
39-95 


Average j  216.35      219.26    215-68        13.78      73.89      113-13    155.57      103.40        55.82      81.78        49.86 


Average :    63-35        60.23      64.18         4.04      20. 30        33-13      42-73        30-76        16.3V      22.46 


15.88 
17.7^ 
l4.6o 
14.63 
14.54 
II.85 

14.84 


Families  with  income 
under  $4,000 

Per  family: 

I— July-December  1954.. 
II — January-June  1955 • - 
III— July-December  1955 
IV — January- June  1956.. 
V— July-December  1956.. 
VI- -January- June  1957- • 


130.33 
13V. 30 
135-59 
135.29 
133.28 
135.71 


141.52 
107.16 
141.81 
113.48 
178.10 
115.00 


128.02 
141.92 
134.19 
140.54 
125.68 
140.22 


14.28 
19.12 
10.66 
11.59 
13.97 
IO.36 


83.44 
87.25 
58.07 
59.67 
96.40 
58.00 


144.24 
l4l.4l 
156.70 
226.25 
249.24 
148.40 


153-52 
83.44 
151.30 
492.48 
74o.6o 
271.84 


142.32 
157-68 
166.24 
162.07 
165.96 
121.57 


70.81 
84.51 
70.35 
62.38 
65.47 
88.40 


64.44 
63.62 
68.48 
72.52 
160.20 
163.72 


Per  person: 

I— July-December  1954.. 
II — January- June  1955 •• 
III— July-December  1955 
IV — January-June  1956 . . 
V— July-December  1956.. 
VI— January- June  1957 •• 


50.08 
50.54 
53.15 
52.82 
52.85 
54.44 


48.46 
36.48 
51.05 
42.56 
53-16 
41.07 


50.46 
55-03 
53-68 
55.43 
52.78 
57.80 


5.49 
7.20 
4.18 
4.52 
5-54 
4.16 


28.58 
29.70 
20.91 
22.38 
28.78 
20.71 


55-42 
53-21 
61.42 
88.34 
98.84 
59-53 


52-58 
28.40 
54.47 
184.68 
221.07 
97.08 


56.09 
61.14 
66.50 
63.92 
69.76 
50.11 


27.20 
21.80 
27.58 
24.36 
25.96 
35.46 


22.07 
31.66 
24.65 
27.19 
47.82 
58.47 


Average :     52.31 

Family  income  $4,  OO0-$6,999: 


Per  family: 

I— July-December  1954... 
II — January-June  1955... 
Ill— July-December  1955- 
IV — January- June  1956 . . . 
V— July-December  1956. . . 
VI—  January-  June  1957... 


45.46       54.20 


72.12 
90.37 
70.77 
59-53 
49.42 
72.03 


Average.. :  134.08      132.84    135-10        13-33      73-80      177-71    315-53      152.64       73-65      98.83        69-04 


28.43 
35-04 
28.31 
23.64 
20.75 
29.69 


5.18      25.18        69.46    106.38       61.25        28.73      33-64        27.64 


254.37 

157-57 

277.21 

IO.69 

56.OO 

IO6.O7 

87.95 

110.35 

57-97 

43.76 

61.32 

256.83 

195.17 

275.91 

16.59 

70.21 

75.30 

63.08 

79-09 

56.15 

35.17 

62.64 

263.70 

249.82 

267.25 

18.50 

90.82 

99.20 

90.00 

101.55 

57-93 

71.30 

54.51 

250.22 

286.85 

240.36 

18.74 

88.39 

109.45 

105.93 

110.40 

64.22 

80.48 

59-84 

240.42 

203.97 

248.12 

14.01 

80.27 

117.79 

83.73 

125.00 

71.64 

83.73 

69.09 

252.63 

250.59 

253.07 

21.05 

117.22 

71.96 

64.16 

73-66 

48.38 

111.97 

34.46 

Average ':  253-03       224.00     260.32         16.60       83.82        96.63       82.48      100.01         59-38      71-07         56-98 


Per  person: 

I — July-December  1954.. 
II — January-June  1955- • 
III— July-December  1955 
IV — January-June  1956.. 
V— July-December  1956.. 
VI — January-June  1957 •• 


68.08 
68.16 
70.49 
69.70 
66.11 
68.56 


38.03 
46.13 
65.82 
72.10 
56.32 
61.81 


Average :     68.52         56.70 


76.15 

2.86 

13.52 

28.39 

21.23 

30.31 

15.51 

10.56 

16.84 

76.11 

4.40 

16.60 

19.98 

14.91 

21.82 

14.90 

8.31 

17.28 

71.71 

4.94 

23.93 

26.52 

23.71 

27.25 

15.49 

18.78 

14.63 

68.96 

5.22 

22.22 

30.49 

26.63 

31.68 

17.89 

20.23 

17.17 

68.17 

3-85 

22.16 

32.39 

23.12 

34.34 

19.70 

23.12 

18.98 

70.23 

5.71 

28.91 

19.53 

15.83 

20.44 

13.13 

27.62 

9-56 

71.89 

4.50 

21.22 

26.22 

20.90 

27.64 

16.10 

18.10 

15.7V 

— 

continued 
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10. — Purchases  of  milk  products  per  family  and  per  person  by  all  families,  families  buying  nonfat  dry  milk,  and 

families  not  buying  nonfat  dry  milk,  Chicago  (continued) 


Family  characteristic 
groups  and  periods 


All 
fami- 
lies 


Fresh  milk 


•Families' 

:not  buy- 

:lng  non- 

,,  :fat  dry 
dry  milk.  ^^ 


Families 
buying 
nonfat 


Nonfat  dry  milk 


All 
fami- 
lies 


Families 
buying 
nonfat 

dry  milk 


Evaporated  milk 


All 
fami- 
lies 


. , .   :Families 

Families   .  . 

:not  buy- 

buyinf  :ing  non- 

nonfat  -fat  dry 

dry|nllk;  milk 


Filled  milk 


All 

fami- 
lies 


_  ,.,,   :Families 
Families   .  . 
.   .    :not  buy- 

buyinf  :ing  non- 
nonfat  £•  ^ 


dry  milk] 


milk 


:  Quarts  Quarts   Quarts   Ounces  Ounces   Ounces   Ounces  Ounces   Ounces  Ounces   Ounces 

Faaily  income  $7,000      : 
and  oveT  : 

Per  family:  : 

I— July-December  1954.  •• 
II — January- June  1955.  •• 
III— July-December  1955- 
IV — January- June  1956 . • . 
V — July-December  1956 . . . 
VI— January- June  1957... 

Average :  247.62    323-38      232.70  9-09      58.18        66.78      132.26       52.63        27-99      93-31        14.76 


21*3.55 

474.59 

212.1+1 

6.32 

41.24 

59.97 

168.24 

40.39 

30.98 

115.12 

15.76 

24o.8l 

508.OO 

170.97 

7-91 

38.17 

91.73 

200.56 

63.28 

38.36 

139.52 

11.93 

240.63 

242.45 

240.24 

6.08 

35.00 

67.78 

64.60 

68.45 

22.83 

77-75 

11.27 

264.15 

234.88 

272.07 

8.80 

41.31 

59.36 

156.38 

33.08 

22.77 

44.77 

16.82 

253.83 

206.89 

262.08 

9-92 

66.32 

73.54 

69.79 

74.20 

27.22 

86.26 

16.84 

242.74 

273-50 

238.46 

15-52 

127.06 

48.32 

134.00 

36.40 

25.78 

96.44 

15.95 

Per  person: 

I— July-December  1954.. 
II — January- June  1955 •• 
III— July-December  1955 
IV — January- June  1956.. 
V — July- December  1956.. 
VI— January- June  1957.. 


. :     62.87 

132.26 

54.11 

I.63 

11.49 

15.48 

46.88 

10.29 

8.00 

32.08 

4.01 

.:     61.87 

114.55 

45.59 

2.03 

8.61 

23.57 

45.22 

16.87 

9.86 

31.46 

3.18 

.:     63.61 

61.38 

64.11 

1.61 

8.86 

17.92 

16.35 

18.27 

6.04 

19.68 

3.01 

.:     65.90 

61.07 

67.14 

2.20 

10.74 

14.81 

40.66 

8.16 

5.68 

11.64 

4.15 

•:     63.33 

56.97 

62.90 

2.48 

18.26 

18.35 

19.22 

17.81 

6.79 

23-75 

4.04 

.:     61.86 

76.77 

60.01 

3.96 

35.67 

12.32 

37.61 

9.16 

6.57 

27.07 

4.01 

Average 

Families  by  race 

Per  family — vfalte  : 
I— July- December  1954... 
II — January- June  1955.  •• 
III— July-December  1955. 
TV — January- June  1956... 
V— July-December  1956... 
VI --January- June  1957... 


63.24      83.83        58.98  2.32      15.60        17.08        34.32      13.43  7.16      24.28  3-73 


229.55 
232.36 
235.58 
237.26 
228.88 
232.23 


221.77 
248.86 
224.90 
238.81 
198.90 
227.36 


231.28 
227.48 
238.ll 
236.85 
234.35 
233.17 


10.22 
14.04 
12.54 
14.07 
i3.ll 
17.07 


56.19 
61.60 
65.62 
67.54 
84.94 
105.54 


81.12 
71.01 
83.62 
94.72 
92.92 
53.98 


57.16 
57-48 
65.47 
118.98 
73-28 
64.79 


86.45 
75-00 
87.92 
88.33 
96.51 
51.89 


45.76 
51.04 
45.79 
47.42 
52.49 
45.43 


66.38 
56.20 
66.47 
74.82 
82.32 
124.50 


41.18 
49.51 
40.90 
40.21 
47.05 
30.17 


Average. 


232.64    226.77       233.54        13.51      73-57         79.56        72.86       81.02        47.99      78.45        41.50 


Per  person — white: 
I— July-December  1954.. 
II — January-June  1955.. 
Ill— July-December  1955 
IV — January- June  19  56 . . 
V- -July-December  1956.. 
VI— January-June  1957.  • 


Average :     68.53      64.38        69-48 


.:     67.55 

63.86 

68.4o 

3.01 

16.18 

23.87 

16.46 

25.57 

13.47 

19.II 

12.18 

.:     67.81 

65.56 

68.57 

4.10 

16.23 

20.72 

15.14 

22.61 

14.90 

14.81 

14.93 

.:     70.06 

65.70 

71.11 

3-73 

19.17 

24.87 

19.13 

26.26 

13.62 

19.42 

12.22 

.:     70.20 

66.77 

71.16 

4.l£ 

18.88 

28.02 

33-27 

26.54 

14.03 

20.92 

12.08 

.:     67.18 

58.28 

68.81 

3.85 

24.89 

27.28 

21.47 

28.34 

15.41 

24.12 

13.81 

.:     68.36 

66.10 

68.80 

5.02 

30.69 

15.89 

18.84 

15.31 

13-37 

36.20 

8.90 

21.01         22.59        20.72      24.10         14.13       22.43         12.35 


Per  family — nonvhite : 
I— July-December  1954.. 
II — January-June  1955.. 
Ill— July-December  1955 
IV — January- June  1956.. 
V— July-December  1956.. 
VI — January- June  1957  •• 

Average :  119.68     160.56       110.70         15-32       84.22       309-76       648.53     234.04       101.49     111.81        98.71 


.:   122.84 

181.30 

113.10 

14.01 

98.10 

257.62 

616.20 

197.03 

112.93 

59-40 

121.85 

.:   II6.5I 

151.28 

107.67 

23-07 

113.71 

266.99 

372.64 

240.09 

117-77 

131.93 

Il4.l6 

.:   120.65 

163.69 

110.84 

16.36 

88.15 

259.11 

325.38 

244.00 

97.10 

104.31 

95.46 

.:  121.81 

147.64 

115.36 

14.43 

72.14 

339.98 

865.93 

208.48 

86.24 

33-14 

99.50 

.:  119.07 

193.00 

101.91 

11.70 

62.08 

446.30  1,124.54 

288.84 

90.78 

211.92 

62.66 

.:   II7.23 

126.42 

115.30 

12.38 

71.17 

288.53 

586.50 

225.79 

104.12 

130.17 

98.63 

Per  person — nonwhlte  : 
I— July-December  1954.. 
II — January- June  1955- • 
III— July-December  1955 
IV — January-June  1956.. 
V-- July- December  1956.. 
VI --January- June  1957- • 


Average :     34. 08       37-51         33. 08 


-:     34.53 

35-55 

34.27 

3.94 

19.24 

72.42 

120.82 

59.71 

31.75 

11.65 

36.92 

.:     32.03 

33-62 

31.50 

6.34 

25.27 

73-40 

82.81 

70.24 

32.37 

29.32 

33-40 

.:     34-33 

39-41 

32.91 

4.66 

21.22 

73-73 

78.33 

72.44 

27.63 

25.11 

28.34 

.:     34.80 

40.53 

33.30 

4.12 

19.18 

97.14 

237.70 

60.18 

24.64 

9.10 

28.72 

.:     34.52 

45.62 

31.18 

3-39 

14.67 

129.39 

265.80 

88.39 

26.32 

50.09 

19.17 

.:     34.28 

30.34 

35.33 

3.62 

17.08 

84.36 

140.76 

69.19 

30.44 

31.24 

30.22 

4.34     19.44 


5.41      154.37      70.02        28.86      26.08        29.46 
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Table  11. --Purchase  data  and  family  characteristics  of  20  families  using  fresh  milk  each  period  who  also 

purchased  nonfat  dry  milk,   Chicago,   July  1954-June  1957 


1/  First  digit: 

Race  and  nativity 

1 — Native  white 

2 — Foreign  born  white 

3 — Nonwhite 


Family 

:             Family 
:characteristics  1/ 

Family  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk 

by  periods 

number 

I 

i      11 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

371 

1 

2 

2 

16.00 

30.60 

19.20 

9.60 

19.20 

9.60 

594 

:             2 

1 

2 

16.00 

16.00 

29.00 

163.80 

73.60 

76.80 

677 

3 

3 

1 

86.60 

192.60 

131.20 

217.60 

76.80 

128.00 

8Vf 

1 

l 

2 

68.00 

64.30 

44.80 

9.60 

9.60 

32.00 

856 

1 

2 

1 

16.00 

30.00 

9-75 

9.60 

13.00 

9.60 

948 

3 

2 

3 

19.50 

25.75 

13.00 

13.00 

9.60 

25.60 

1,035... 

3 

3 

1 

224.00 

371.20 

377.60 

291.20 

304.00 

137.60 

1,215... 

1 

2 

2 

31.50 

126.20 

121.60 

144.00 

134.40 

I87.OO 

1,267... 

1 

2 

2 

129.00 

194.00 

44.80 

444.80 

259.00 

198.40 

1,270... 

1 

2 

2 

16.00 

9.60 

64.00 

76.80 

25.60 

51.20 

1,U38... 

1 

3 

2 

460.80 

528.00 

441.60 

393.60 

448.00 

377.60 

1,1(61... 

1 

1 

3 

57-75 

107.10 

116.00 

124.80 

154.  80 

151.00 

1,501... 

1 

2 

2 

64.00 

16.00 

32.00 

32.00 

54.40 

32.00 

1,505... 

1 

2 

2 

13.00 

25.75 

29.00 

13.00 

16.00 

13.00 

1,547... 

1 

3 

3 

144.00 

4oo.oo 

1,027.20 

1,523.20 

784.00 

1,424.00 

1,563... 

1 

2 

3 

320.50 

314.50 

32.00 

48.00 

16.00 

16.00 

1,584... 

2 

2 

1 

36.25 

75.10 

76.80 

54.40 

153.60 

51.20 

l,6lk... 

1 

2 

2 

13.00 

19.35 

16.00 

32.00 

57.60 

51.20 

1,648... 

2 

1 

1 

416.00 

480.00 

316.80 

4l6.00 

464.00 

4l6.00 

1,649...- 

1 

2 

1 

192.00 

26.00 

58.00 

48.00 

304.60 

25.60 

Total.: 

2,340.00 

3,052.00 

3,001.00 

4,065.00 

3,378.00 

3,413.00 

Family  purchases 

of  fresh  milk 

by  periods 

Quarts 

Quarts 

Quarts 

Quarts 

Quarts 

Quarts 

371 : 

1 

2 

2 

115 

205 

184 

189 

182 

176 

594 : 

2 

1 

2 

15 

33 

57 

64 

131 

54 

677 : 

3 

3 

1 

6 

2k 

23 

43 

50 

19 

847 : 

1 

1 

2 

46 

53 

52 

5k 

k6 

44 

856 : 

1 

2 

1 

334 

309 

318 

301 

270 

319 

948 : 

3 

2 

3 

172 

163 

166 

172 

182 

177 

1,035...: 

3 

3 

1 

8 

12 

10 

20 

5 

4 

1,215.... 

1 

2 

2 

416 

300 

300 

362 

341 

396 

1,267...: 

1 

2 

2 

197 

129 

217 

136 

129 

132 

1,270...: 

1 

2 

2 

152 

223 

285 

399 

417 

501 

1,438...: 

1 

3 

2 

589 

564 

660 

598 

562 

564 

1,461...: 

1 

1 

3 

56 

54 

58 

56 

68 

64 

1,501...: 

1 

2 

2 

110 

164 

179 

222 

357 

341 

1,505...: 

1 

2 

2 

287 

254 

276 

310 

310 

308 

1,547...: 

1 

3 

3 

601 

573 

389 

356 

343 

352 

1,563...: 

1 

2 

3 

141 

122 

137 

131 

129 

84 

1,584...: 

2 

2 

1 

38 

38 

36 

44 

20 

37 

1,614...: 

1 

2 

2 

315 

370 

465 

468 

428 

392 

1,648... 

2 

1 

1 

2 



4 

— 

— 

— 

1,649... 

1 

2 

1 

190 

269 

301 

297 

304 

297 

Total. 

3,791 

3,859 

4,117 

4,223 

4,274 

4,261 

Second  digit: 

Family  size 

1 — 1  and  2  persons 
2 — 3  and  4  persons 
3 — 5  and  more  persons 


Third  digit: 

Family  income 

1--Under  $4,000 
2--$4,000-$6,999 
3--$7,000  and  more 
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Table  12. — Purchase  data  and  family  characteristics  of  20  families  using  fresh  milk 
who  did  not  purchase  nonfat  dry  milk,  Chicago,  July  1954-June  1957 


Family  , 

Family 
characteristics  1 

Family  purchases  of  fresh  milk  by  periods 

number  ; 

/;     1 

!    !! 

;     in 

;   iv 

V 

;   VI 

Quarts 

Quarts 

Quarts 

Quarts 

Quarts 

Quarts 

077 : 

1 

2  2 

185 

209 

179 

190 

195 

220 

287 : 

1 

2  3 

105 

137 

166 

180 

165 

169 

302.... 

1 

2  2 

306 

34o 

308 

358 

366 

34o 

308 : 

1 

2  2 

4l5 

420 

426 

408 

432 

441 

313.... i 

1 

2  1 

333 

336 

369 

396 

344 

338 

317.... 

1 

2  1 

117 

115 

97 

93 

63 

152 

318....! 

1 

2  2 

355 

558 

738 

696 

724 

720 

337.... 

1 

2  2 

312 

346 

296 

282 

283 

282 

354.... 

1 

2  2 

290 

249 

237 

236 

256 

258 

510.... 

2 

1  2 

144 

138 

153 

122 

126 

108 

595.... 

1 

1  2 

60 

90 

118 

88 

113 

78 

928 

2 

1  1 

16 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,090.. 

:     3 

3  1 

29 

17 

32 

82 

65 

14 

1,152.. 

1 

3  2 

574 

512 

488 

556 

422 

284 

1, 190 . . 

2 

1  1 

31 

22 

38 

33 

49 

46 

1,208.. 

1 

3  3 

489 

365 

426 

425 

283 

201 

1,331.. 

1 

2  2 

107 

101 

114 

135 

128 

I87 

l,4lo.. 

:     3 

2  3 

139 

216 

172 

157 

161 

162 

1,456.. 

'•            3 

3  1 

11 

6 

29 

50 

34 

92 

1,600.. 

:      1 

1  3 

112 

110 

87 

75 

86 

85 

Total. 

4,130 

4,287 

4,473 

4,562 

4,295 

4,177 

See  footnote  to  table  11. 
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Table  13 . --Purchase  data  and  family  characteristics  of  45  families  vising  evaporated  milk  each 
period  who  also  purchased  nonfat  dry  milk,   Chicago,   July  1954-June  1957 


Family 

Family 
characteristics  l/ 

Family  purchases  of  evaporated  milk  by  periods 

number 

. 

. 

. 

I 

;      11 

;      in 

IV 

!        v 

VI 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

1 wnces 

Ounces 

172 

1 

1 

3 

58.00 

145.50 

174.00 

696.OO 

711.00 

667.50 

253....... 

1 

1 

2 

232.00 

246.50 

145.00 

333.50 

290.00 

333.50 

289 

2 

1 

2 

160.00 

246.50 

232.00 

261.00 

348.00 

43.50 

291 

1 

1 

3 

66.00 

38.50 

72.50 

108.50 

56.50 

47.50 

321 

1 

2 

2 

54.00 

55.50 

48.00 

123.00 

157.00 

24.00 

336 

1 

3 

1 

884.50 

72.50 

435.00 

3,088.50 

348.00 

2,450.50 

403 

1 

1 

2 

82.00 

89.OO 

203.00 

232.00 

316.50 

232.00 

526 

2 

2 

3 

319.00 

302.00 

261.00 

391.50 

464.00 

217.50 

580 

1 

1 

1 

171.50 

116.00 

116.00 

14.50 

188.50 

58.00 

608 

2 

1 

2 

148.50 

174.00 

174.00 

174.00 

246.50 

159.50 

661 

3 

2 

1 

942.50 

2,740.50 

1,131.00 

917.00 

2,494.00 

2,106.00 

677 

3 

3 

1 

2,218.50 

1,450.00 

1, 1*64.50 

5,974.00 

8,163.50 

478.50 

678 

3 

3 

2 

348.00 

87.OO 

377-00 

508.50 

304.50 

377.00 

736 

3 

1 

1 

102.00 

66.00 

26.50 

62.50 

72.00 

54.00 

748....... 

3 

2 

1 

1,609.50 

1,508.00 

1,609.50 

1,725.50 

1,914.00 

1,392.00 

793....... 

3 

3 

1 

1,203.50 

1,131.00 

391.50 

130.50 

217.50 

43.50 

795 

3 

3 

2 

173-00 

1,218.00 

1,392.00 

246.50 

449.50 

406.00 

855 

3 

2 

2 

90.00 

90.00 

144.00 

162.00 

144.00 

126.00 

856 : 

1 

2 

1 

18.00 

18.00 

12.00 

43.50 

652.50 

145.00 

871 : 

3 

1 

1 

507.50 

478.50 

594.50 

449.50 

406.00 

217 . 50 

903 

2 

1 

3 

48.00 

120.00 

114.00 

144.00 

189.00 

156.00 

924 

1 

1 

2 

71.00 

24.00 

82.00 

36.00 

82.50 

18.00 

939 

1 

3 

3 

304.50 

550.00 

1,296.50 

14.50 

43.50 

58.00 

1,035 

3 

3 

1 

1,827.00 

638.00 

290.00 

1,740.00 

2,508.50 

942.50 

1,01+2 

2 

2 

1 

174.00 

116.00 

14.50 

261.00 

116,00 

145.00 

1,155 

1 

1 

1 

36.OO 

72.00 

78.00 

168.00 

54.00 

72.00 

1,159 

1 

3 

3 

87.00 

43.50 

102.00 

58.00 

130.50 

130.50 

I,l6l 

3 

2 

3 

119.50 

83.00 

257-00 

115.50 

108.00 

78.00 

1,197..... 

1 

3 

2 

72.50 

188.50 

87.00 

43.50 

116.00 

87.00 

1,216 

1 

2 

2 

69.OO 

42.00 

50.50 

79.50 

132.00 

72.00 

1,217 

1 

2 

3 

310.00 

444.50 

285.00 

24.00 

190.50 

12.00 

1,252 

1 

1 

1 

1,020.00 

1,118.00 

1,305.00 

1,044.00 

1,131.00 

928.00 

1,349 

1 

2 

2 

130.50 

43.50 

43.50 

6.00 

58.00 

203.00 

1,359 

3 

2 

1 

116.00 

43.50 

769.50 

696.00 

348.00 

696.OO 

1,429 

1 

2 

2 

565.50 

644.00 

623.50 

420.50 

450.50 

203.00 

1,1*64..... 

1 

3 

2 

60.00 

30.00 

89.50 

15.00 

45.00 

30.00 

i,47i 

3 

2 

1 

108.00 

96.00 

78.00 

252.00 

456.00 

792.50 

1,472 

3 

2 

2 

522.00 

652.50 

1,363.00 

928.00 

i,74o.oo 

2,175.00 

1,474 

1 

1 

2 

145.00 

41.00 

49.50 

72.50 

101.50 

29.00 

1,476 

1 

2 

3 

61.50 

69.00 

42.00 

66.00 

36.00 

54.00 

1,483 

2 

1 

1 

275.50 

304.50 

333.50 

275.50 

377.00 

261.00 

1,499 

1 

2 

2 

395-00 

362.50 

29.00 

70.00 

6.00 

26.50 

1,547 

:               1 

3 

3 

130.50 

6.00 

102.00 

87.00 

14.50 

14.50 

1,563 

:               1 

2 

3 

594.50 

116.00 

217.50 

72.50 

43.50 

43.50 

1,621 

:               3 

1 

1 

560.50 

225 .50 

535.00 

580.00 

490.50 

374.50 

Total . . . 

17,191.00 

16,346.50 

17,240.00 

22,911.00 

27,911.50 

17,180.50 

See  footnote  to  table  11. 
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Table  13. — Purchase  data  and  family  characteristics  of  45  families  using  evaporated  milk  each 
period  who  also  purchased  nonfat  dry  milk,  Chicago,  July  1954- June  1957  (continued) 


Family     : 

Family 
characteristics  l/ 

Family  purchases  of  nonfat  dry  milk 

by  periods 

number      : 

I 

;       11 

;      in 

IV 

V 

VI 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

172....... 

1 

1 

3 

16.00 

25.75 







16.00 

253 : 

1 

1 

2 



— 

48.00 

9.60 



— 

289 

2 

1 

2 

32.00 

— 

— 





16.00 

291 : 

1 

1 

3 





16.00 

153.60 

19.20 

125.40 

321 : 

1 

2 

2 



— 

— 

13.00 



— 

336 : 

1 

3 

1 

16.00 



— 



54.40 

— 

403 : 

1 

1 

2 



— 

9.60 



— 



526 

2 

2 

3 



26.00 

— 



— 

9.60 

580 

1 

1 

1 



9-75 

— 



— 

— 

608 

2 

1 

2 

64.  oo 

73.60 

57.6o 

38.40 

— 

— 

661 

3 

2 

1 

— 

— 

— 

I83.OO 

48.00 

4i.6o 

677 : 

3 

3 

1 

86.60 

192.60 

131.20 

217.60 

76.80 

128.00 

678 

3 

3 

2 

32.00 

74.50 

4i.6o 

32.00 

89.60 

60.80 

736 

3 

1 

1 

— 

— 

— 

9.60 

— 

748 

3 

2 

1 

— 

— 

— 

9.60 

— 

9.60 

793 

3 

3 

1 

179.50 

354.50 

187.40 



— 

— 

795 

3 

3 

2 

— 

6*)-. 90 

— 



9.60 

57.60 

855 

3 

2 

2 

— 

10.50 

— 



— 

16.00 

856 

1 

2 

1 

16.00 

30.00 

9.75 

9.60 

13.00 

9.60 

871 

3 

I. 

1 

— 

— 

— 

13.00 

— 

— 

903 

2 

1 

3 

— 

— 

— 



13.00 

— 

924 

1 

1 

2 

13.00 

— 

— 

13.00 

— 

— 

939 

1 

3 

3 

— 

9-75 

— 



— 

— 

1,035 

3 

3 

1 

— 

— 

— 



— 

— 

1,042 

2 

2 

1 

133.00 

— 

— 



13.00 

13.00 

1,155 

1 

1 

1 

16.00 

37-00 

31.50 

19.20 

— 

9.60 

1,159 

1 

3 

3 

— 

35.35 

35-00 

9.60 

— 

— 

1,161 

3 

2 

3 

— 

19.50 

— 



— 

— 

1,197 

1 

3 

2 

9.75 

19.50 

45.20 

25.60 

— 

— 

1,216 

1 

2 

2 

149.25 

— 

35.20 

9.60 

92.80 

86.40 

1,217 

:                1 

2 

3 

9-75 

— 

16.00 

16.00 

— 

16.00 

1,252 

1 

1 

l 

— 

— 

— 

9-75 

— 

— 

1,349 

1 

2 

2 

— 

30.60 

20.10 

25.60 

— 

— 

1,359 

3 

2 

1 

— 

39-00 

26.00 

26.00 

13.00 

— 

1,429 

1 

2 

2 

— 

— 

— 

9.60 

— 

— 

1,464 

1 

3 

2 

9-75 

9.75 

13.00 



— 

— 

1,^71 

:               3 

2 

1 

— 

— 

— 



— 

16.00 

1,472 

:              3 

2 

2 

32.00 

— 

— 



— 

— 

1,474 

1 

1 

2 

— 

26.50 

— 



— 

— 

1,476 

1 

2 

3 

— 

— 

— 

19.20 

262A0 

176.00 

i,m 

:                2 

1 

1 

80.00 

16.00 

16.00 



— 

19.20 

1,499 

:               1 

2 

2 

— 

— 

— 

9.60 

19.20 

— 

1,547 

:                1 

3 

3 

i44.oo 

400.00 

1,027.20 

1,523.20 

784.00 

1,424.00 

1,563 

:               1 

2 

3 

320.50 

314.50 

32.00 

48.00 

16.00 

16.00 

1,621 . 

3 

1 

1 

— 

— 

22.75 

— 

— 

19.20 

Total . . . 

i,359.io 

1,819.55 

1,821.10 

2,452.95      1 

,524.00 

2,285.60 

See  footnote  to  table  11. 
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Table  Ik. --Purchase  data  and  family  characteristics  of  40  families  using  evaporated  milk  each 
period  who  did  not  purchase  nonfat  dry  milk,  Chicago,  July  1954-June  1957 


Family  :      Family 

J 

Family  purchases  of 

evaporated 

Milk  by  periods 

number  : characteristics 

1/' 

♦ 

. 

. 

. 

. 

I 

.    II 

!  in 

!  iv 

V 

:    YL 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

259... 

....:     113 

120.00 

60.00 

72.00 

84.00 

120.00 

66.00 

318... 

:     12  2 

1,300.50 

816.00 

528.00 

667.OO 

239.00 

108.00 

337... 

:     12  2 

203.00 

261.00 

217.50 

246.50 

217.50 

304.50 

38I .. . 

:     12  2 

29.00 

29.00 

29.00 

58.00 

29.00 

29.00 

382... 

:     12  1 

507.50 

478 . 50 

464.00 

449.50 

783.00 

870.00 

4l6... 

:     12  2 

36.OO 

41.00 

116.00 

12.00 

55.50 

70.00 

505... 

:     2  2  1 

126.00 

132.00 

72.00 

132.00 

132.00 

168.00 

507... 

....:     2  2  3 

14.50 

20.50 

36.OO 

36.00 

30.00 

24.00 

559--. 

:     2  11 

522.00 

449.50 

377.00 

435.00 

377.00 

275.50 

587... 

... .:     2  12 

420.50 

783.OO 

478.50 

322.50 

522.00 

522.00 

711... 

....:     3  1  1 

174.00 

725.00 

507.50 

536.50 

130.50 

29.00 

786... 

....:     3  3  2 

609.00 

971.50 

1,131.00 

1,131.00 

725.00 

49.50 

790... 

....:     3  3  2 

2,656.00 

2,073.50 

1,218.00 

2,004.50 

2,117-00 

1,870.50 

863... 

....:     3  1  1 

145.00 

174.00 

507.50 

1,078.00 

811.00 

826,00 

880... 

:     111 

72.50 

18.00 

66.00 

256.50 

108.00 

142.00 

928... 

:     2  11 

739.50 

870.00 

1,305.00 

2,204.00 

3,828.00 

536.50 

9V7... 

....:     3  2  2 

18.00 

36.OO 

18.00 

90.00 

90.00 

54.00 

965 .. . 

....:     3  2  3 

139-50 

178.00 

168.00 

126.00 

194.50 

206.50 

1,043. 

....:     13  3 

84.00 

174.00 

150.00 

144.00 

I38.OO 

144.00 

1,046. 

....:    12  3 

232.00 

43.50 

29.00 

29.00 

43.50 

72.50 

1,090. 

....:    3  3  1 

42.00 

18.00 

14.50 

35.00 

61.50 

217.50 

1,091. 

:     12  2 

249.00 

180.00 

379-00 

180.00 

210.00 

174.00 

1,186. 

:    111 

48.00 

6.00 

71.00 

50.50 

87.50 

6.00 

1,202. 

....:     1  3  3 

348.00 

308.00 

240.50 

277.50 

330.00 

276.00 

1,244. 

....:    3  11 

6.00 

36.00 

42.00 

6.00 

18.00 

36.00 

1,251. 

:    111 

728.50 

884.50 

783.00 

739.50 

768.50 

290.00 

1,257- 

....:    2  2  1 

130.50 

58.00 

101.50 

827.50 

1,555.00 

482.50 

1,286. 

••••:     3  3  1 

116.00 

496.50 

130.50 

1,027.00 

1,894.50 

2,210.00 

1,289. 

,...:    3  12 

115.50 

108.00 

160.00 

284.00 

267.50 

235.50 

1,316. 

:    111 

1,972.00 

1,653.00 

i,74o.oo 

1,551.50 

1,537-00 

1,276.00 

1,353- 

....:    322 

43.50 

101.50 

61.50 

90.00 

115.50 

94.50 

1,369. 

:     3  2  1 

290.00 

72.50 

253.50 

130.50 

136.50 

174.00 

1,374- 

....:    322 

192.50 

418.50 

292.00 

335.50 

618.50 

389.OO 

1,478. 

:     111 

72.50 

87.00 

159.50 

43.50 

130.50 

145 .00 

1,484. 

....:    323 

170.00 

195.50 

i4o.oo 

36.00 

61.50 

232.00 

1,513. 

....:     3  11 

336.50 

71.50 

132.00 

41.50 

123.00 

219.00 

1,538. 

:     13  2 

1,070.50 

1,325.50 

1,682.00 

3,886.00 

2,653,50 

754.00 

1,575- 

....;       12  3 

134.00 

319.00 

58.00 

58.00 

377-00 

58.00 

1,619. 

...  :    3  3  3 

1,609.50 

638.00 

580.00 

580.00 

1,015.00 

1,131.00 

1,623. 

s     12  2 

739.50 

565.50 

478.50 

696.00 

565.50 

476.00 

Total . . . : 

16,562.50 

15,876.50  14,989.00 

20,917.50 

23,216.50 

15,243.50 

See  footnote  to  table  11. 
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Table  15 . — Purchase  data  and  family  characteristics  of  34  families  using  filled  milk  ea^h  period 
who  also  purchased  nonfat  dry  milk,  Chicago,  July  1954-June  1957 


Family 

:           Family 

: characteristics  l/ 

Family  purchases  of 

filled  milk 

by  periods 

number 

I 

;      11 

!      1J1 

IV 

V 

VI 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

199 

:               1 

2 

3 

116.00 

58.00 

72.50 

29.00 

174.00 

29.00 

352 

:               1 

3  3 

145.00 

14.50 

87.OO 

29.00 

101.50 

87.OO 

359 

:               1 

2 

2 

18.00 

108.00 

169.50 

130.50 

43.50 

101.50 

594 

:               2 

1 

2 

43.50 

18.00 

304.50 

275.50 

333.50 

87.OO 

687.. 

:                3 

3 

2 

101.50 

116.00 

101.50 

188.50 

304.50 

97.50 

765 

:                3 

1 

1 

290.00 

304.50 

232.00 

420.50 

366.OO 

348.00 

779 .< 

:                3 

2 

1 

188.50 

333.50 

348.00 

319.00 

348.00 

275.50 

842 

:                2 

2 

3 

188.50 

348.00 

174.00 

58.00 

174.00 

217.50 

872 

:               3 

1 

2 

174.00 

188.50 

145.00 

449.50 

275.50 

101.50 

879 

:                1 

1 

1 

188.50 

159.50 

159.50 

232.00 

275.50 

275.50 

885 

:                3 

1 

2 

391.50 

507.50 

522.00 

783.OO 

1,087.50 

1,160.00 

954 

:                1 

2 

1 

130.50 

130.50 

145.00 

174.00 

159.50 

261.00 

960 ., 

:                2 

1 

1 

232.00 

101.50 

87.00 

174.00 

145.00 

72.50 

1,042 

:                2 

2 

1 

348.00 

435.00 

623.50 

710.50 

1,580.50 

1,754.50 

1,062 

:                1 

2 

1 

667.OO 

1,029.50 

783.00 

826.50 

1,334.00 

1,290.50 

1,063.... 

:                1 

3 

2 

478.50 

435.00 

304.50 

174.00 

101.50 

261.00 

1,070 

:                1 

3 

3 

551.00 

826.50 

261.00 

58O.OO 

319.00 

203.00 

1,081.... 

:                1 

3 

2 

310.50 

72.00 

264.50 

391.50 

290.00 

246.00 

1,089..... 

:                1 

2 

2 

478.50 

420.50 

522.00 

464.00 

522.00 

594.50 

1,209 

:               3 

1 

2 

54.00 

18.00 

6.00 

36.00 

18.00 

48.00 

1,218.... 

:               1 

1 

2 

188.50 

87.OO 

188.50 

174.00 

72.50 

87.00 

1,299 

:               1 

3 

3 

159.50 

188.50 

159.50 

29.00 

14.50 

159.50 

1,315.... 

:               2 

1 

3 

29.00 

29.OO 

29.00 

32.50 

14.50 

64.00 

1,373.... 

:               3 

3 

1 

101.50 

362.50 

478.50 

171.50 

116.00 

188.50 

1,401 

:               1 

3 

2 

275.50 

333.50 

435.00 

406.00 

391.50 

304.50 

1,428 

:               1 

2 

3 

184.50 

232.00 

174.00 

43.50 

72.50 

72.50 

1,436.... 

:               1 

3 

2 

14.50 

43.50 

667.00 

565.50 

580.00 

580.00 

1,438.... 

:               1 

3 

2 

542 .  50 

246.50 

232.00 

217 . 50 

333.50 

217.50 

1,461.... 

:               1 

1 

3 

101.50 

116.00 

43.50 

58.00 

87.00 

101.50 

1,547.... 

:               1 

3 

3 

261.00 

420.50 

362.50 

348.00 

348.00 

377-00 

1,563.... 

:               1 

2 

3 

348.00 

1,087.50 

957-00 

783.00 

826 . 50 

594.50 

1,584.... 

:               2 

1 

1 

188.50 

174.00 

145.00 

101.50 

174.00 

174.00 

1,621 

:               3 

1 

1 

290.00 

29.00 

32.50 

116.00 

72.50 

101.50 

1,622.... 

:               1 

2 

2 

116.00 

47.00 

29.00 

29.00 

61.50 

79.50 

Total. . 

7,895.50 

9,021.00 

9,245.00 

9,520.00 

11,117.50 

10,612.50 

Family  purchases  of 

nonfat  dry 

milk  by  periods 

199 

:               1 

2 

3 

... 

9.75 

... 

... 

... 

... 

352 

:               1 

3 

3 



— 

— 

156.00 

— 

— 

359 

.:               1 

2 

2 



13.00 

— 



— 

— 

594 

.:                2 

1 

2 

16.00 

16.00 

29.00 

I63.80 

73.60 

76.80 

687...... 

•  :               3 

3 

2 

61.25 

39-00 

41.80 

153.60 

44.80 

92.80 

765 

•:               3 

1 

1 



— 

9.60 



— 

— 

779 

.:               3 

2 

1 



— 

— 



19.20 

— 

842 

.:               2 

2 

3 



— 

— 



25.60 

— 

872 

.:               3 

1 

2 



16.00 

— 



25.60 

— 

879 

.:               1 

1 

1 

48,00 

68.25 

42.25 

13.00 

— 

— 

See  footnote  to  table  11, 
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Table  15 . — Purchase  data  and  family  characteristics  of  3I*  families  using  filled  milk  each  period 
who  also  purchased  nonfat  dry  milk,  Chicago,  July  I95I*- June  1957  (continued) 


Family 

Family 
characteristics  1/ 

Family  purchases  of 

nonfat  dry 

milk  by  periods 

number 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

•        V 

VI 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

885 

3 

1 

2 

30!*.  00 

352.00 

22l*.00 



80.00 

2U9.60 

95^ 

1 

2 

1 

55.00 

50.70 

9.60 

13.00 

— 

32.00 

960 

2 

1 

1 

57-75 

32.00 

74.00 

13.00 

1*8.00 



l,0l*2 

2 

2 

1 

133.00 





— 

13.00 

13.00 

1,062 

1 

2 

1 

— 





— 

— 

58.20 

1,063 

1 

3 

2 

32.00 

1+2.50 



13.00 

19.20 

102.1*0 

1,070 

1 

3 

3 

— 

58.35 

60.95 

— 

— 



1,081 

1 

3 

2 

30.75 

80l*.9O 

691.20 

220.80 

86.1*0 



1,089 

1 

2 

2 

— 

— 



— 

— 

16.00 

1,209 

3 

1 

2 

26.00 

— 



— 

— 



1,218 

l 

1 

2 

— 

— 

65.OO 

39.00 

— 



1,299 

l 

3 

3 

16.00 

— 

9.60 

— 

— 

28.80 

1,315 

2 

1 

3 



— 



9.60 

13.00 

9.60 

1,373 

3 

3 

1 

— 

— 



— 

26.00 



l,tol 

1 

3 

2 

— 

— 





— 

172.00 

1,1*28 

1 

2 

3 

— 

10.50 



— 

— 



1,^36 

1 

3 

2 

96.OO 

106.50 

157.55 

77.20 

— 

6i*.  00 

1,^38 

:               1 

3 

2 

1*60.80 

528.00 

1*1*1.60 

393.60 

1*1*8.00 

377.6o 

l,l*6l 

1 

1 

3 

57.75 

107.10 

116.00 

12l*.80 

154.80 

151.00 

1,5*7 

:               1 

3 

3 

ll*l*.00 

1*00.00 

1,027.20 

1,523.20 

78i*.oo 

1,1*21*. 00 

1,563 

:               1 

2 

3 

320.50 

31^.50 

32.00 

1*8.00 

16.00 

16.00 

1,581* 

2 

1 

1 

36.25 

75.10 

76.80 

51*.  1*0 

153.60 

51.20 

1,621 

3 

1 

1 

— 

— 

22.75 

— 

— 

19.20 

1,622 

1 

2 

2 

16.00 

— 



— 

— 

— 

Total . . . 

1,911.05 

3, 01*1*.  15 

3,132.90 

3,016.00 

2,030.80 

2, 95*. 20 

See  footnote  to  table  11, 
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Table  l6. — Purchase  data  and  family  characteristics  of  27  families  using  filled  milk  each  period 
■who  did  not  purchase  nonfat  dry  milk,  Chicago,  July  1954-June  1957 


Family     : 

Family 
characteristics  1/ 

Family  purchases  of 

filled  milk 

by  periods 

number     : 

I 

II 

ill 

IV 

V 

VI 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

Ounces 

248 ': 

1 

1 

2 

282.50 

564.50 

83.OO 

162.00 

198.00 

108.00 

354 \ 

1 

2 

2 

652.50 

261.00 

652.50 

855.50 

855.50 

464.00 

543 : 

2 

3 

3 

130.50 

174.00 

43.50 

203.00 

261.00 

246.50 

742 : 

3 

2 

1 

43.50 

130.50 

72.50 

72.50 

43.50 

58.00 

3 

2 

1 

90.00 

90.00 

216.00 

72.00 

90.00 

72.00 

790 ! 

3 

3 

2 

532.50 

333.50 

493.00 

768.50 

652.50 

826.50 

791 ! 

3 

2 

L 

232.00 

275.50 

275.50 

203.00 

290.00 

261.00 

2 

1 

1 

261.00 

1,087.50 

1,015.00 

986.OO 

87.OO 

43.50 

1,030..... 

2 

3 

2 

217.50 

217.50 

180.OO 

232.00 

261.00 

43.50 

1,050 ' 

1 

2 

2 

348.00 

449.50 

304.50 

377.00 

377-00 

391.50 

1,052 .: 

2 

1 

2 

1,580.50 

2,131.50 

2,146.00 

2,146.00 

2,030.00 

1,566.00 

1,090 

3 

3 

1 

159.50 

420.50 

304.50 

108.50 

119.50 

116.00 

3 

3 

3 

145.00 

261.00 

101.50 

130.50 

72.50 

29.00 

1,138 : 

2 

2 

2 

826 . 50 

870.OO 

855.50 

957.00 

1,740.00 

1,087.50 

1 

2 

2 

58.00 

87.OO 

58.00 

14.50 

116.00 

43.50 

1 

2 

2 

87.00 

159.50 

130.50 

188.50 

116.00 

72.50 

1,257 

2 

2 

1 

87.00 

43.50 

29.00 

130.50 

29.00 

58.00 

1,289 

3 

1 

2 

70.00 

123.00 

14.50 

30.00 

87.OO 

130.50 

1,312..... 

l 

1 

1 

275.50 

159.50 

275.50 

348.00 

290.00 

348.00 

1,323..-.. 

2 

2 

2 

290.00 

406.00 

87.00 

203.00 

478.50 

667.OO 

1,397..... 

2 

1 

1 

913.50 

i,o44.oo 

710.50 

261.00 

783.OO 

797.50 

1 

2 

2 

93.00 

14.50 

72.50 

87.00 

101.50 

58.OO 

1,451 

:               1 

2 

3 

87.00 

101.50 

58.00 

14.50 

58.00 

43.50 

1,456..... 

3 

3 

1 

986.00 

870.00 

812.00 

681.50 

681.50 

1,029.50 

1,531..... 

:               1 

2 

2 

188.50 

232.00 

319.00 

275.50 

522.00 

522.00 

1,543 

1 

2 

2 

130.50 

145.00 

58.00 

87.00 

43.50 

58.00 

1,582..... 

:              3 

2 

1 

1,073.00 

1,261.00 

1,131.00 

565.50 

246.50 

188.50 

Total... 

9,840.50 

11,913.00 

10,498.50 

10,160.00 

10,630.00 

9,329.50 

See  footnote  to  table  11. 
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